Office of the Chief RN
Environmenta] Resources Branch - -

Song Her, Clerk to the Board - *

Executive Office

State Water Resources Conrol Board
~ P.O.Box 100 - a

Sacramento, California 95812-0100

~ DEPARTMENT oF THE ARMY

LOS ANGELES DisTR

iCT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
532711

- P.0. BO, o .
) LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

. November 28,2006 -

Villalobo _
Chief, Planning Division *




DEVELOPMENT OF SEDIMENT QUALITY OBJEXTIVES FOR
' ENCLOSED BAYS AND ESTUARIES :
. August 17, 2006
COMMENTS

as required by Section 13396, Division 7, then the SQOs should be revised to include al
sediments, and not Just the surficia] sediments, :

2 Issue 2.7 What receptors Shisuld be targeted for protection? R TRRRPRE fss
SQOs that are limited to surficial sediments should attempt to protect benthic communities only.
Other environmenta] communities, such as fish, that are ecologically important, are oo mobile to
be directly linked to specific sediments. The use of human health is mappropriate and extremely
difficult to implement. Human health'risk assessments must be done on 3 site-specific basis and

3. Issue 2.8 How should the protected condition be defined for benithos? '
It is not entirely clear why a reference site[s] is required. The SQO should provide the standard
of comparison against which the sediments are compared to determine if the benthic community
- Is impacted. . We do not see the.need to establish a reference site for the same purpose. '

4. Issue 2.9 How should the prdiected condition be defined in Phase I for human
health? . _ : '
If human health is removed, as recommended jn response to Issue 2.7 above, than this question is
rendered moot and should be deleted, ' _ -
5. Issue 2.16 What sediment chehﬁstry indicators should the State Water Board use to -
Support the proposed SQO? -
All chemical-based sediment guidelines are inaccurate, Ope set, however, is usefu] for screening
sediments. That set is the NOAA effects range low (ER-L) and effects range median (ER-M).
They are the most rigorous and have the largest data set. The regional and state guidelines are
not rigorous enough and/or accepted sufficiently to be useful. The subject document restricted _




7. Issue 2.20 Should interim tools sunset in SQO Plan? '
Should interim tools be implemented, a position we do not favor, we recommend that 5 fourth -
alternative be considered and adopted. That alternative is; “Alternative 4. Provide language that
sunsets interim implementation tools when development of Phage II tools is complete.”

most appropriate alternative. There are no valid, consistent relationships between the
concentrations of contaminants in water and sediments to enable the preparation and use of _
“translator tools” to 8o from sediment SQOs to NPDES effluent limits. The attempt to apply
SQOs to NPDES permits wil] only result in permit delays, potential litigation, and the potential
loss of NPDES permit participation in such regional monitoring programs as the Bight programs.
NPDES permitiees, being faced with yet another monitoring program, could decide not to -
- participate in future Bight programs, jeopardizing the Bight programs funding.

11. Issue 2.25 Shouid the Plap include follow-up actions for Permittees when an -
exceedance occurs? . ' : S :
If SQO application to NPDES permits is removed, as recommended in response to Issue 2.24
~above, than this question is rendered moot and should be deleted. - '

Alternative 2 is too costly, too time consuming, and too prone to litigation to be usefy].




13. Section V. F. Assessment of sediment toxicity.
This section discusses the use of three species for toxicity testing and two species for sublethal -
testing without addressing selection of the species to0 be used for testing a particular site.
Without specifying standard selection criteria the selection is left to best professional Jjudgment

eliminating and statewide consistency in the process.

Paragraph 4 Integration of sediment toxicity data is confusing and vague, How can you take the
average value and apply to a table with unequal values? For example, we did Eohaustorius
survival testing and 8ot 85% survival and 3 low effect and Mytilus normal testing and got 75%,
also a low effect. Averaging the two yields 80%. If we use the Eohaustorius surviva] row that
cquates to a moderate effect. If we use the Mytilus normal row we would get a low effect,
Integration procedures should be more detailed and clearer for consistent use thereof,

14. Section V., G. Assessment of _Benthic commaunity condition,
Paragraph 3 simply states “Calculation of Benthic Condition.” with 1o further explanation,

Additional text to explain and specify is required.

Equation 1 and the use of Table 3.5 to calculate a Benﬂlic category score (CCS) is not clear.
Equation 1 uses a value referred to as “cat” where the table uses T1, T2, and T3, Which value
(T1, T2, or T3)is used for cat in the equation is not clear. ' o




16. Section V. 1, Implementation of MLOE, :
Tale 3.8 please change the category “POLLUTANT CATEGORY” TO “POLLUTANT
EXPOSURE” to be consistent With_the previous text, _

17. Section VI. Human health. '
If human health risk assessment permits is removed, as recommended in response to Issue 2.7
above, than this section js rendered moot and should be deleted. :

18. Section VIL A. Receiving water limis,

If applying SQOs to NPDES permits 1s removed, as recommended in response to Issue 2.24
above, than this section is  rendered moot and should be deleted. : '

is the reasonable potential that toxic or priority pollutants discharged by a Permittee may
accumulate in sediments . . ., Thjs language is unacceptable as it imposes what could be 3 very
- ©Xpensive monitoring program that is potentially based on 1o evidence whatsoever. This
essentially states “sediment quality shall be required” based solely on the belief that there is
“reasonable potential”. Imposition of sediment qQuality monitoring should be based on sound

are not impaired, but that now cannot be delisted,

Paragraph 4 contains a reference to “the methods and metrics described in Section 5.
Unfortunately, Section § is the R_ef_erences and so contains neither methods nor metrics,

There are two paragraph 5’s; one entitled Design and the second Index Period,

Paragraph 5 Design, subparagraph d calls for the “Identiﬁcation'of apptopriate strata . | » in the
design of a sediment monitoring program. A sediment monitoring program that is designed to
monitor for SQO exceedances need only be limited to the surficial sediments, as this is the only

“layer where the SQO applies. P_lease.jdélrete:-this 'subparagraph.- : '

Paragraph 5 Index period establishes a fequjrem-ent'that-samplmg occur June through September.
What is the purpose of this limitation? Such a limitation could result in the shortage of
appropriate sampling vessels and teams.and should be clearly explained and rationalized.




